BACKGROUND AND DESIGN OF THE EXPERIMENT
Since the Drug Use Forecasting (DUF) program began in 1987, it has become evident that arrestees interviewed in booking facilities underreport their recent use of illicit drugs (Gray 1996; Mieczkowski 1990; Wish and Johnson 1986) . In spite of the many attempts to convince arrestees that their responses are part of a confidential and anonymous research study and cannot affect their cases, DUF results have repeatedly shown that two to four times as many recent drug users are detected by the urinalysis tests than by the interview responses (Harrison et al., 1990) .
Underreporting is an even greater potential problem for the DUF program because its extent varies by site. Table 1 shows the percentage of cocaine positive arrestees in all DUF sites in 1995 and 1996 who self-reported using that drug in the three days prior to interview.
The percentages for males ranged from a high of 65% in Houston, to a low of 25% in San Antonio.
For females the percentages ranged from 73% in Manhattan to 32% in San Antonio.
These considerable differences between DUF sites in the validity of self-reports of recent drug use have important implications for the research uses of the self-report information to be obtained in the National Institute of Justice's (NIJ) newly launched Arrestee Drug Abuse Monitoring (ADAM) program.
If arrestees fail to report their drug use accurately and if the level of underreporting varies from site to site, then the usefulness of ADAM data for research purposes might be compromised.
NIJ therefore asked the Center for Substance Abuse Research (CESAR) to conduct an experiment in three DUF sites to assess whether changes in the DUF consent procedures and the sequence of the interview and urine specimen collection would improve the validity of arrestees' self-reports of drug use in the DUF interview.
The potential impact of these procedural changes on interview and urine specimen response rates was also assessed.
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITIONS
The two conditions that were tested in the experiment were conceived in response to suggestions from NIJ staff and DUF project directors.
Each is explained below.
Enhanced versus standard informed consent
The standard DUF protocol calls for a brief description of the purposes of the study and of the anonymous and confidential nature of the information obtained.
It was hypothesized that a more extensive description of the study, its confidentiality safeguards, and the uses of the urinalyses would enhance respondents' self-reports of drug use. Standard and enhanced informed consent scripts were written for use by interviewers in soliciting participation of arrestees.
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Interview first versus urine specimen first
The standard DUF procedure is to interview the arrestee and then request a urine specimen.
It was hypothesized that by asking for the urine specimen before conducting the interview, the arrestee might be more likely to provide accurate reports of recent drug use.
RESEARCH DESIGN
The study used a 2x2 factorial design with respondents being randomly assigned to one of the four cells depicted below.
Cell A represents the typical DUF protocol.
Interviewers administer the standard consent and request the urine specimen after the interview has been completed.
In Cell B researchers also administer the standard consent but ask for the specimen prior to conducting the interview.
Cells C and D use the enhanced informed consent and ask for the specimen after or before the interview, respectively.
The factorial design enables us to compare the four cells separately, but also to combine pairs of cells to estimate the main effects of consent type (A+B vs. C+D) and of timing of specimen collection (A+C vs. B+D). A statistical power analysis indicated that a power of .80 to detect a 10% difference between cell A and the remaining three cells at the p = .05 level required a sample size of 1,600 arrestees, 400 per cell. Three DUF sites were selected to participate in the experiment.
Sites were chosen to represent different interviewing conditions and to fit in with the experiment's data collection schedule.
Sites already participating in a sampling experiment sponsored by NIJ were excluded.
From the remaining pool, sites were selected in which the collection logistics preserved the experimental conditions as best as possible (minimized sample contamination) and the collection periods did not overlap with other sites selected for the experiment.
From the three sites selected, the collection staff from Cleveland and Detroit were university based while Houston interviewers were medical staff affiliated wi£h the Houston Police Departmen t . Data were collected in Cleveland between July 8 and August 22; in Detroit from August 4 to September 27; and In Houston from October 17 to November i, 1997.
EXPERIMENTAL SCRIPTS
Four scripts were prepared representing the four experimental cells (See Appendix A). The scripts were constructed in conjunction with NIJ staff with input from DUF site staff. A separate script was available for each arrestee approached and automatically assigned the arrestee to one of the four cells. The scripts were constructed so that each guided the interviewer through the sequence of steps to be taken for the experimental condition assigned to the arrestee being interviewed.
The experiment was designed so the only variability across the interviews was the manipulation ofinformed consent and sequence of requesting the urine specimen.
All other procedures of a standard DUF collection, such as providing candy bars t0~, -~•~c~ ,~.] arrestees participating in the study~ were followed. +~,<~._~2~
SITE PREPARATION
~ ~Y~ ~ % c u--A~ ~ ~ ~,'~ Data collection was divided into 2 phases. During the first ~,~,~x phase of data collection arrestees were randomly assigned to cells A or C.
Both of these cells required the collection of the specimen after the interview.
After Phase I was completed interviewers began to fill cells B and D, where the urine specimen was collected before the interview.
We believed that if all four cells had been assigned during the same time period, some of the arrestees might observe the timing of the specimen and this might affect the results.
Approximately 3-4 weeks prior to the scheduled start date for Phase I, the site director/coordinator was contacted to confirm arrangements for the start date and determine the number of interviewers that will be used for data collection.
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One week prior to the training date, the materials for the training and•data collection were shipped to the site. These materials include interviewer training folders, daily log sheets for both phases, and a site procedures checklist for the site coordinator.
Shipping materials were provided for weekly shipments of log sheets to CESAR.
The site package also contained two hundred copies of each of •the 4 scripts.
In order to maintain experimental conditions, the scripts were randomized for use in each phase of the experiment.
To randomize the scripts for each phase, the scripts were first photocopied so that the 2 scripts alternate,'every other one.
The 400 sheets were then broken into smaller stacks and shuffled by picking up varying numbers of sheets from each stack and merging them together.
The shuffling step was then repeated several times.
ON-SiTE TRAINING
Once on site, the trainer metwith the studyprincipals (site director, site coordinator, lead interviewer, and facility liaison) to introduce the experiment.
Usually a tour of the booking facility and collection area was arranged in order for the trainer to get an overview of the selection process and collection logistics.
• Prior to the first day/evening of data collection, the trainer conducted interviewer training for the experiment.
The training session included introduction and purpose of experiment, presentation of scripts, walk through of collection procedures, ~and role playing to address expected scenarios and those proposed . by interviewers.
The material in the interviewer training folders served as a guideline to scenario responses. Training usually required sixty to ninety minutes to complete.
At the conclusion of the training session, the trainer assisted the site coordinator with the experiment materials (collating scripts with interview forms) and interviewing then begins for the day/evening.
The role of the trainer during data collection was to observe (either sit in with an interviewer or observe at a discrete distance) several interviews to insure that interviewers were utilizing the scripts correctly and provide some initial guidance in assisting with informed consent questions.
The trainer was also responsible for instructing the site coordinator on managing the scripts, completing the experiment log sheet, and forwarding log sheets (faxed on a daily basis to CESAR) and scripts (overnighted once a week to CESAR). While on site, the trainer made observation notes for inclusion in a travel memo/site report.
Observations include a description of the training session, facility, flow rates, interview area, agreement rates, site procedures that effect experiment, and both interview and subject comments/reactions to the experiment. The NIJ project officer for the experiment also visited sites to observe the experiment.
The trainer was usually on site for 2-3 days/evenings of data collection to insure that all interviewers have been trained and the site has incorporated all requirements of the experiment. In Cleveland and Detroit, the trainer returned to the site to assist in the transition from phase 1 to phase 2 of the experiment.
OFF-SITE MONITORING
Each day, the site coordinator faxed the daily log sheet from data collection to CESAR so that agreement rates could be monitored and the second phase commencement could be targeted. Once a week, the scripts from the prior week of collection were overnighted to CESAR so the counts from the log sheets could be verified and the script follow-up questions edited. The trainer communicated with the site coordinator on a weekly basis to monitor conditions and maintain the mor&le and momentum of the experiment.
DATA PROCESSING
Interviews and urine specimens collected for the experiment were processed as in a regular DUF collection.
A merged SPSS/Win interview data file containing all interviews initiated and urine test results was forwarded to CESAR by AMS, the DUF data processing contractor.
CESAR staff constructed an SPSS/Win data file that merged variables denoting the cell to which the arrestee had been assigned (A, B, C, or D) and responses to additional questions about the experiment recorded on the script sheet. This file of data was then merged with the interview data file to construct a final analysis file.
FINDINGS
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EXPERIMENT
The on-site observers indicated that facility staff and research interviewers attempted to maximize the number of arrestees interviewed for the purpose of the experiment (each site was asked to almost double the number of interviews for a quarterly collection) and to minimize contamination of the interviewee pool from subjects introduced to the study.
However, in some cases the pooling of arrestees in the interview area could have resulted in subjects being biased by arrestees who had already been interviewed.
These effects were minimized in Detroit and Houston where arrestees were pulled individually or in pairs from lockup and returned to their cells following completion of the interview.
The interview environments in each of the three sites were similar--private to semi-private rooms suitable for the exchange of sensitive questions and responses.
In Clevela~d, interviews for males and females were in the same location, but not at the same time.
Female arrestees in Detroit and Houston were interviewed at locations separate from male arrestees.
Observations by the trainers and from the debriefings of interviewers uncovered no procedures that were detrimental to the integrity of the experiment.
In Cleveland and Detroit, where reduced arrestee flow required a longer field schedule than . originally anticipated, intervlewer morale and conflicts with scheduling became a concern. Data collection in these sites was therefore terminated prior to achieving the targeted number of cases.
The high volume of arrestees in the Houston site compensated for the shortage of arrestees studied in the other two sites.
Overall, all three sites appeared to adher_e to the experiment design~d--the-in~-r-6-cEi~-D-~ ~v-i~red-during the training. While t h~ ~xp~rlmen[ compared the effects of three experlmental conditions to the standard DUF protocol (Cell A), it should be noted that for script A, the experiment imposed a more uniform consent procedure than that typically followed by DUF sites. In some DUF sites, interviewers are allowed to tailor the presentation of the study introduction to the individual arrestee.
Some interviewers did mention to the observer, that they felt more comfortable with the experimental conditions where they asked for the urine specimen before administering the interview. They stated that they did not like surprising the arrestee with the request for a urine specimen after they had built up a measure of trust during the interview. 
ANALYTIC
APPROACH
We shall begin by comparing the characteristics of the arrestees assigned to each of the four conditions, so as to ensure that the random assignment yielded comparable groups. We then will examine any differences in interview and urine response rates.
We will conclude with a set of analyses comparing selfreported drug use.
The comparisons of the experimental cells will be presented in two formats.
First, we shall compare the four experimental conditions to each other.
In addition, we will combine cells to show the main effects for the standard versus enhanced consent (cells A+B vs. C+D) and for the interview first versus the specimen first conditions (A+C vs. B+D).
Comparisons were first made for the three sites combined. Differences were tested by the chi square statistic~with a 2-tailed distribution with p < .05. Any statistically significant differences were then looked at in each site separately. difference that was found in the combined sample needed to ~te l-~t~east two of the sites for us to conside-r the difference to--~ meanlngf~l .... 
COMPARABILITY OF PERSONS ASSIGNED TO THE EXPERIMENTAL GROUPS
Before comparing the impact of the four experimental conditions on the arrestee, it was important to ensure that the random assignment resulted in four comparable groups of respondents.
There was some information, taken from arrest records or booking slips, that was available for both persons who agreed or declined to participate in the experiment.
As Table 2 shows the arrestees approached to participate in each of the four cells.did not differ with regard to gender, ethnicity, age or characteristics of the index arrest.
However, the main effect for interview versus urine specimen first was significant. Arrestees who were assigned to the urine first condition were somewhat more likely to be charged with a drug offense (19% vs. 15%) and to be charged with a felony offense (77% vs. 73%). These differences were small, however, and separate site analyses replicated these differences in only one of the three sites (Houston).
We conclude that the random assignment resulted in similar types of arrestees being assigned to the four conditions.
INTERVIEW AND URINE SPECIMEN RESPONSE RATES
One possibility that the experiment was designed to explore was whether changing the traditional procedures followed by the DUF program might reduce the likelihood that arrestees would agree to participate and to provide a urine specimen. Table 3 shows, however, that there were no differences in the interview or urine specimen response rates across the four conditions. Between 80% and 85% of all arrestees approached agreed to be interviewed, regardless of the type of consent or the order of specimen and interview administration and between 88% and 92% of the participants in the four conditions provided a urine specimen.
COMPARISON OF THE PARTICIPANT SAMPLES ACROSS THE FOUR CONDITIONS
It was possible that the four experimental cells of arrestees that agreed to participate in the experiment might differ from each other. Table 4 compares the characteristics of all of the arrestees who agreed to participate in the experiment.
Age and ethnicity were similar, but some minor differences were detected between the experimental groups.
Persons asked to provide the specimen first were more likely to be males (71% vs. 66%), to be charged with a drug offense (18% vs. 14%) and a felony charge (77% vs. 71%).
Separate analyses, by site indicated that these differences were found in no more than one of the three sites. Moreover, these differences do not appear to be substantial enough to bias the results of the experiment.
SELF-REPORTED DRUG USE--ALL RESPONDENTS
It was hypothesized that the experimental conditions might enhance the respondents' willingness to report alcohol or other drug use. Table 5 compares self-reported use of substances ever in lifetime, during the past month, and during the past three days.
Lifetime use of six of the seven drugs was similar across the experimental conditions.
Crack cocaine, however, was somewhat more likely to be rep~rt4d among persons asked to pr~vi-de~e urine spec~--men--~ef~re--b~n°g-i-n-t-erviewed--(-~6%-.~s. 31%)-u ......... Pers u~s--a~Z~d to provide the specimen first were also more 9~ely"to report past month use of alcohol, marijuana and crack cocaine. Use of alcohol in the past three days was more likely to be reported by persons receiving the enhanced consent and those asked to provide the urine specimen first.
[ ~ It noteworthy that reporting of crack is while differences in / cocaine were found, no differences were found with regard to I powder cocaine.
This may make sense, in view of the greater i-stigma attached to crack use on the street, resulting in more underreporting of this drug. The experimental manipulations may thus have more of an opportunity to affect underreporting of crack.
Individual cell comparisons shed some light on the effect of the experimental conditions.
The standard DUF procedure (Cell A) yielded an estimate of 17% using crack in the past month, compared with 23% when the standard consent was given but the specimen was taken before the interview (Cell B).
Adding the enhanced consent to the urine first condition (Cell C) did not enhance reporting more (21%).
• Alcohol use in the past 3 days was least likely to be reported in the standard DUF condition (Cell A) but was quite similar in the three other conditions (47%-51%).
t~
The statistically significant differences above were examined separately by site in Table 6 .
None of these differences replicated in more than one of the three sites.
For example, lifetime use of crack was higher among persons who provided the specimen before being interviewed in Houston, especially among those who also received the standard consent (36%).
While the results in the other two sites were in the same direction, they did not reach statistical significance.
Crack cocaine use in the past 30•days was more likely to be found among persons in Cleveland who were asked to provide the specimen first. Statistically significant differences were not found in Detroit or Houston, although the results were in the same direction.
Nevertheless, the differenceswere meaningful in Cleveland.
The standard DUF procedure yielded an estimate of 14%, about half of the estimates from arrestees who provided a urine specimen first (Cell B and D).
The only•comparison which indicated a difference between arrestees according to the type •of informed consent was found among arrestees in Cleveland.
Use of alcohol in the past 72 hours was more likely to be reported by the arrestees who received the enhanced consent than the standard consent (46% vs 34%).
The different estimates of crack use in the past 30 days• found between the standard DUF procedure and the urine first conditions for arrestees in Cleveland prompted us to build a logistic regression model to control for other factors that might have influenced the arrestees' self-reports.
Based on the work of Gray 1996, we identified several variables that were related to self-reports of cocaine use in an arrestee sample.
These include prior drug treatment and an index arrest for a drug charge.
In addition, we added variables to the model to account for ethnicity, age, and gender. Table 7 shows the logistic model for Cleveland arrestees. Even after controlling f0r these other factors, arrestees who were assigned to Cells C or D (urine • first conditions) were more likely to report use of crack cocaine during the prior 30 days. Other significant variables were ethnicity, prior treatment and age.
Findings for Cleveland arrestees indicate that non-white arrestees, those with prior treatment experience, and older arrestees were more likely to self-report crack use in the past 30 days.
White arrestees were less likely to report crack use, possibly reflecting ethnic differences in the use of crack cocaine.
In the other two sites, the only significant condition was Cell D (urine first, enhanced consent) in Detroit.
SELF-REPORTED DRUG USE--DRUG POSITIVE RESPONDENTS
The comparisons of drug use could be affected by both the arrestees' level of drug use and their willingness to report use. It is possible, however, that drug use in the four groups was not similar.
The analyses in Table 8 , attempt to limit variation in drug use across the four cells by looking at self-reports of recent use only among persons who tested positive for the drug by urinalysis. Table 8 shows that about the same percentage of the persons who tested positive for cocaine or marijuana reported using the drug in the prior 72 hours, regardless of experimental condition. Between 43% and 46% of persons positive for cocaine reported using the drug and 56% to 61% of the marijuana positives reported using marijuana.
The only difference occurred with regard to opiate positives and this was caused by a small number of persons in Cell A (N=I7) of whom only 18% reported using an opiate. However, the reporting of opiates by arrestees in the other three conditions was similar (58%-63%).
Analyses of self-reported use in the past 30 days yielded similar findings (no differences in self-reports for cocaine and marijuana, and fewer opiate positives reporting use in Cell A than in the other 3 conditions).
Separate analyses for male and female arrestees also showed no differences in reporting of marijuana and cocaine. There were too few cases for opiate positives for analysis by gender.
These findings provide strong evidence that the experimental manipulations did not enhance the validity of selfreports of recent use of these drugs. 
DISCUSSION
AND RECOMMENDATIONS
We found that the experimental conditions did not affect the willingness of the arrestees to be interviewed or provide a urine specimen.
The findings suggest thad arrestee cooperation is fairly robust and that ADAM researchers may not have to be too wary of modifying procedures to achieve other goals.
We had hoped that some of the modifications to the DUF procedures that were tried in the experiment would enhance selfreporting of drug use.
However, the analyses showed almost no systematic impact of the experimental conditions on arrestee's willingness to report recent drug use. While there were several interesting indications that providing the urine specimen before the interview enhanced reports of drug use, none of the these effects were so strong that they showed up consistently across the three sites.
Perhaps most telling was the finding that none of the experimental conditions affected the self-reporting of recent use of drugs among persons who tested positive by urinalysis.
Moreover, in response to questions on the script administered after participating, only about 5% of the arrestees ~indicated that they thought that changing the point of requesting the urine specimen would alter their responses.
The enhanced consent procedure did not influence response rates or self-reporting.
ADAM sites could therefor adopt a briefer informed consent process similar to that used in DUF, as long as it protects human subjects.
While any recommendations would benefit from additional pilot testing, we would suggest that ADAM researchers consider obtaining the urine specimen before conducting the interview. Assuming that the logistics of obtaining the specimen before the interview are not prohibitive across ADAM sites, such a strategy enhance self-reporting of drug use as it did in some instances in this experiment.
Asking for the specimen first apparently would not adversely affect participation, and according to the remarks of some interviewers, it might make them feel more comfortable than "springing = the request on the arrestee after the interview. (429) 4% 3% /3% 3% /4% sample reported using were not included in this analysis.
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• 'i Hi, my name is and I'm one of several researchers here at the jail today doing interviews with arrestees.
This interview is part of a federally funded study.
Your participation is voluntary.
The information you provide is confidential and anonymous. It will• not help or hurt your case.
Would you agree to the interview? 1 2 3 4
'IV Now we need to get a urine sample from you. We're asking you for a urine sample for the purposes of planning services such as treatment.
If you help us out with this, we'll give you a couple of candy bars. I'd like to do an interview with you that will take around i0 minutes.
That means that you don't have to do this. The information you give us will be confidential and anonymous.
Nothing that you tell me will be repeated to anyone and the answers you give me will be written on a form that doesn't have your name on it.
Do you have any questions or concerns about confidentiality?
We received money from the government to do this research.
But we don't work for the police, courts, or the jail.
Your taking part in this study will not hurt your case, or help your case.
Do you have any questions?
I'll ask you some things about your background, including questions about your use of different kinds of drugs.
If there is any question that you don't want to answer, just tell me and we'll skip over it.
I'd rather that you told me you didn't want to answer a question than to answer it untruthfully.
Will you do the interview? 1 2 3 4
Now we've Come to the last part of the interview. I need to get a urine sample from you.
It'll be used to show the drugs you told me you used o__~r did not use in the last three days,
The results won't have your name on them and will be put together with the results of thousands of other tests. If you help us out with this, we'll give you a couple of candy bars. 
